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Lessons from  Schools on the Perform ance
Frontier

Montana Assessment Conference              Helena, 2 0 0 7

IMPROVING ACHIEVEMENT AND
CLOSING GAPS BETW EEN GROUPS

First ,  some g ood news.

After m ore than a decade of fairly
f lat achievem ent and stag nant or
g row ing  g aps,  we appear to be

turning  the corner.

NAEP Reading ,  9  Year-Olds:
Record Perform ance for All

Groups
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African American-W hite Gap
Narrows to Smallest Size in History

NAEP Read ing ,  9  Year-Olds
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Lat ino-W hite Gap
Narrows to Smallest Size in History
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African American-W hite Gap Narrows
to Smallest Size in History
NAEP Math,  9  Year-Olds
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Lat ino-W hite Gap Narrows to
Smallest Size in History
NAEP Math,  9  Year-Olds
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Bottom  Line:
W hen W e Really Focus on

Something ,  W e Make Prog ress
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Clearly ,  m uch more remains to
be done in elementary and

m idd le school

Too m any young sters st ill
enter hig h school way behind .

2 0 0 5  NAEP Grade 8  Reading
All Students,  Nation
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2 0 0 5  NAEP Grade 8  Reading
by Race/Ethnicity ,  Nation
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2 0 0 5  NAEP Grade 8  Reading
by Fam ily Income, Nation
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2 0 0 5  NAEP Grade 8  Math
All Students,  Nation
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2 0 0 5  NAEP Grade 8  Math
by Race/Ethnicity ,  Nation
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2 0 0 5  NAEP Grade 8  Math
by Fam ily Income, Nation
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But the b ig g er prob lem  is that
we’re not really build ing  on

these successes in the upper
g rades.

Achievement Flat in Read ing
 1 3  Year-Olds,  NAEP
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Achievement Flat or Declining  in
Read ing ,

1 7  year o lds,  NAEP
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Note: Long-Term  Trends NAEP

Math?

At f irst b lush,  appears to be
trend ing  upwards.

Achievement Up in Math,
1 3  Year-Olds,  NAEP
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Achievement up in Math,
1 7  year olds,  NAEP
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But Value Added in
Middle and High School
Math Actually Declined

During the Nineties

Value Added Declining  in
Midd le School Math. . .
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Value Added Declining  in Hig h
School Math. . .
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. . .  Still
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Gaps between g roups w ider
today than in 1 9 9 0
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NAEP Reading ,  1 7  Year-Olds
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NAEP Math,  1 7  Year-Olds
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Horm ones?
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If so,  we’d see the same
pattern in other countries.

And we don’t .

Looking  across the Grades?
2 0 0 3  TIMSS and PISA Math

(US only com pared w ith countries that part icipated  in all

three assessm ents TIMSS 4 + 8  and PISA)

2 0 0 3
TIMSS Grade 4  Math
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Source: American Institutes For Research, November 2005, Reassessing U.S. Mathematics Performance: New Findings
from the 2003 TIMSS and PISA
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20 0 3
TIMSS Grade 8  Math
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Source: American Institutes For Research, November 2005, Reassessing U.S. Mathematics Performance: New Findings
from the 2003 TIMSS and PISA

PISA 2 0 0 3
Mathematics,  1 5 -Year-Olds
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Source: American Institutes For Research, November 2005, Reassessing U.S. Mathematics Performance: New Findings
from the 2003 TIMSS and PISA

Let’s take a closer look at
our 1 5  year olds.
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A few  years ag o,  we g ot a
wake up call when the 1 9 9 9
PISA results were pub lished .

 US 1 5  Year-Olds Rank Near
Midd le Of The Pack Among
3 2  Participating  Countries:

1 9 9 9

U.S. RANK

READING 15TH

MATH 19TH

SCIENCE 14TH

The new ones?
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 PISA 2 0 0 3 : US 1 5  Year-Olds Rank
Near The End Of The Pack Among

2 9  OECD Countries
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Source:  NCES, 2 0 0 5 , International Outcomes of Learning  in Mathematics, Literacy and Problem  Solving : 2 0 0 3  PISA Results.
NCES 2 0 0 5 -0 0 3

A closer look at m ath?

2 0 0 3 :  U.S.  Ranked 2 4 th out of 2 9
OECD Countries in Mathematics
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http://www.oecd.org/
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Prob lem s are not lim ited to
our hig h-poverty and hig h-

m inority schools .  .  .

U.S.  Ranks Low  in the Percent of Students in
the Hig hest Achievem ent Level ( Level 6 )

in Math
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U.S.  Ranks 2 3 rd out of 2 9  OECD Countries
in the Math Achievement of the Hig hest-

Perform ing  Students*
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U.S.  Ranks 2 3 rd out of 2 9
OECD Countries in the Math

Achievement of Hig h-SES Students

300

350

400

450

500

550

600

B
e

lg
iu

m
N

e
th

e
rl

a
n
d
s

F
in

la
n

d
C

z
e
c
h
 R

e
p
u
b
lic

C
a
n
a
d
a

J
a

p
a

n

K
o
re

a
S

w
it
z
e

rl
a

n
d

A
u

s
tr

a
li
a

G
e
rm

a
n
y

N
e
w

 Z
e
a
la

n
d

F
ra

n
c
e

D
e
n
m

a
rk

S
w

e
d

e
n

A
u

s
tr

ia
H

u
n
g
a
ry

O
E

C
D

 A
V

E
R

A
G

E
S

lo
v
a

k
 
R

e
p

u
b

li
c

L
u
x
e
m

b
o
u
rg

Ir
e
la

n
d

Ic
e

la
n

d
P

o
la

n
d

N
o
rw

a
y

U
n
it
e
d
 S

ta
te

s

S
p

a
in

P
o
rt

u
g
a
l

It
a

ly
G

re
e
c
e

T
u
rk

e
y

M
e

x
ic

o

A
v
e

ra
g

e
 S

c
a

le
 S

c
o

re

Source: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), PISA 2003 Results, data available at
http://www.oecd.org/

Prob lem s not lim ited to
math,  either.

PISA 2 0 0 3 :  Prob lem-Solving ,  US
Ranks 2 4 th Out of 2 9  OECD

Countries
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Source:  NCES, 2 0 0 5 , International Outcomes of Learning  in Mathematics, Literacy and Problem  Solving : 2 0 0 3  PISA Results.
NCES 2 0 0 5 -0 0 3
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More than half of our 1 5  year
olds at prob lem-solving  level 1

or below .

Source:   OECD  Prob lem  So lv ing  for Tom orrow ’s W orld .   2 0 0 4

One measure on which we
rank hig h?

Inequality !

*Of 29 OECD countries, based on scores of students at the 5th and
95th percentiles.

PISA 2 0 0 3 :  Gaps in Perform ance Of
U.S.1 5  Year-Olds Are Among  the

Larg est of OECD Countries

 Rank in Performance 

Gaps Between Highest 

and Lowest Achieving 

Students * 

Mathematical Literacy  8th  

Problem Solving 6th  
 

 

Source: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), PISA 2003 Results, data available at
http://www.oecd.org/
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These g aps beg in before
children arrive at the
schoolhouse door.

But,  rather than org aniz ing  our
educational system  to am eliorate
this prob lem , we org anize it  to

exacerbate the prob lem .

How?

By g iving  students who arrive
w ith less,  less in school,  too.

Some of these “lesses” are a
result of choices that
policymakers m ake.
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Nation:
Inequit ies in State and Local

Revenue Per Student

-$ 6 1 4  per
student

Hig h Minority vs.  Low
Minority Districts

-$ 9 0 7  per
student

Hig h Poverty vs.  Low
Poverty Districts

Gap

Source:   The Education Trust,  The Funding  Gap 2 0 0 5 .  Data are for 2 0 0 3

Montana:
Inequit ies in State and Local

Revenue Per Student

-$ 1 7 8 7  per
student

Hig h Minority vs.  Low
Minority Districts

-$ 7 8 9  per
student

Hig h Poverty vs.  Low
Poverty Districts

Gap

Source:   The Education Trust,  The Funding  Gap 2 0 0 5 .  Data are for 2 0 0 3

These d ifferences* really add
up…

• $ 1 9 ,7 2 5  less per classroom  of 2 5
students;

• $ 1 9 7 ,2 5 0  less per typ ical size
elem entary school of 2 5 0  students;

• $ 3 9 4 ,  5 0 0  less per typ ical size
secondary school of 5 0 0  students.

Differences between quarter of state’s districts that have the most low-
income children, and the quarter that have the fewest.
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W hile m any educators f ind
these inequit ies unfair,  they
can be com fort ing ,  as well.
They m ake the achievement
g ap somehow not about us.

In truth,  thoug h,  some of the
most devastating  “lesses” are
a function of choices that we

educators m ake.

Choices we make about
what to expect of whom…
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Source:   Prospects (ABT Associates, 1 9 9 3 ) ,  in “Prospects:  Final Report on Student Outcomes”,  PES,
DOE, 1 9 9 7 .

Students in Poor Schools
Receive ‘A’s for W ork That
W ould Earn ‘Cs’ in Aff luent

Schools
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Choices we make about
what to teach whom…

African American,  Lat ino &  Native American
hig h school g raduates are less likely to have

been enro lled in a full co lleg e prep track
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Source: Jay P. Greene, Public High School Graduation  and College Readiness Rates in the United States,
Manhattan Institute, September 2003. Table 8. 2001 high school graduates with college-prep curriculum.

Full College Prep track is defined as at least: 4 years of English, 3 years of math, 2 years of natural science, 
2 years of social science and 2 years of foreign language
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And choices we m ake about
W ho

teaches whom…

More Classes in Hig h-Poverty,  Hig h-
Minority Schools Taug ht By Out-of-Field

Teachers
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*Teachers lacking a college major or minor in the field.  Data for secondary-level core academic classes.
Source: Richard M. Ingersoll, University of Pennsylvania.  Original analysis for the Ed Trust of 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey.

High poverty   Low poverty High minority  Low minority
Note: High Poverty school-50% or more of the students are eligible for free/reduced price lunch.  Low-poverty school -15% or
fewer of the students are eligible for free/reduced price lunch.

High-minority school - 50% or more of the students are nonwhite. Low-minority school- 15% or fewer of the students are
nonwhite.

Poor and Minority Students
Get More Inexperienced*

Teachers
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Source: National Center for Education Statistics,  “Monitoring  Quality:  An Indicators Report,”
December 2 0 0 0 .

*Teachers with 3 or fewer years of experience.

High poverty   Low poverty High minority  Low minority

Note: High poverty refers to the top quartile of schools with students eligible for free/reduced price lunch. Low poverty-
bottom quartile of schools with students eligible for free/reduced price lunch. High minority-top quartile; those schools with
the highest concentrations of minority students.  Low minority-bottom quartile of schools with the lowest concentrations of
minority students
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Montana:   Percent of Secondary
School Classes Taug ht By

Teachers w ithout even Minor in
Field

1 1

3 0

0

5

1 0

1 5

2 0

2 5

3 0

3 5

Low Poverty High Poverty

NCES Schools and Staff ing  Survey;  data are for 2 0 0 0 .   See EdW atch,  2 0 0 5 .

Results are devastating .

Kids who come in a litt le
behind ,  leave a lot behind .

By the end of hig h school?
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African American and Latino
1 7  Year-Olds Do Math at Same Levels

As W hite 1 3  Year-Olds
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White 13 Year-Olds African American 17 Year-Olds Latino 17-Year Olds

Source:  National Center for Education Statistics, NAEP 2004 Trends in Academic Progress

Note:  Long-Term Trends NAEP

African American and Latino
1 7  Year-Olds Read at Same Levels As

W hite 1 3  Year-Olds
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Source:  National Center for Education Statistics, NAEP 2004 Trends in Academic Progress

Note:  Long-Term Trends NAEP

And these are the
students who remain in

hig h school.

W hat do those numbers look
like?
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Students Graduate From  Hig h
School At Different Rates,  2 0 0 1 *

* 4-Year Graduation Rates

Source: Jay P. Greene and Greg Forster, “Public High School Graduation and College Readiness Rates
in the United States,” Manhattan Institute for Policy Research, September 2003.

54%51%

79%

52%

72%

0%

100%

African American Asian Latino Native American White

 ADD IT ALL UP. . .

Of Every 1 0 0  W hite
Kinderg artners:

94 Graduate from 
high school 

66 Complete at least 
some college 

34 Obtain at least a 
Bachelor’s Degree  

 

 

(25-to 29-Year-Olds)

Source: US Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. March Current Population Surveys, 1971-2003,  in
The Condition of Education 2005. http://nces.ed.gov/prog rams/coe/2 0 0 5 /section3 /indicator2 3 .asp# info
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Of Every 1 0 0  African American
Kinderg artners:

89 Graduate from 
High School  

51 Complete at Least 
Some College  

18 Obtain at Least a 
Bachelor’s Degree  

 

 

(25-to 29-Year-Olds)

Source: US Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. March Current Population Surveys, 1971-2003,  in
The Condition of Education 2005. http://nces.ed.gov/prog rams/coe/2 0 0 5 /section3 /indicator2 3 .asp# info

Of Every 1 0 0  Latino

Kinderg artners:

62 Graduate from 
high school 

31 Complete at least 
some college 

10 Obtain at least a 
Bachelor’s Degree  

 

 

(25-to 29-Year-Olds)

Source: US Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. March Current Population Surveys, 1971-2003,  in
The Condition of Education 2005. http://nces.ed.gov/prog rams/coe/2 0 0 5 /section3 /indicator2 3 .asp# info

Of Every 1 0 0  American
Ind ian/Alaskan Native

Kinderg artners:

( 2 5  Years Old  and Older)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, W e the People:  American Indians and Alaska Natives in the United States.  
Data source: Census 2 0 0 0 , www.census.gov/population/www/socdemo/race/censr-2 8 .pdf 

71 Graduate from 
high school 

30 Complete at least 
some college 

12 Obtain at least a 
Bachelor’s Degree  
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Colleg e Graduates by Age
2 4

Young People From 

High Income Families  

75% 

Young People From  

Low Income Families  

9% 

 

 

Source:  Tom  Mortenson,  Postsecondary Educational Opportunity. .

W hat Can W e Do?

An aw ful lot of educators have
decided that we can’t do

much.
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W hat W e Hear Many Educators
Say:

• They’re poor;

• Their parents don’t care;

• They come to schools w ithout
breakfast ;

• Not enoug h books

• Not enoug h parents .  .  .

But if they are rig ht ,  why are
low-income students and

students of color perform ing
so hig h in some schools…

Frankford Elementary School
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Frankford Elementary
Frankford ,  Delaware

• 4 4 9  Students in Grades PreK-5

• 2 9 %  African American

• 3 4 %  Latino

• 3 4 %  W hite

• 7 6 %  Low-Income

Source: Delaware Department of Education Online School Profiles,
http://issm.doe.state.de.us/profiles/EntitySearch.ASPX

Frankford Elementary
Closing  Gaps,  Grade 5  Read ing

78

100100 100

0

20

40

60

80

100

2003 2005

P
e
rc

e
n

t 
M

e
e
ti

n
g

 o
r 

E
x
c
e
e
d

in
g

 S
ta

n
d

a
rd

s

African American

White

Source:  Delaware Department of Education, DSTP Online Reports,
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Frankford Elementary
Closing  Gaps,  Grade 5  Math
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Frankford Elem entary
Hig her Prof iciency Rates than the

State,
2 0 0 5  Grade 3  Read ing
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Source:  Delaware Department of Education, DSTP Online Reports,
http://dstp.doe.k12.de.us/DSTPmart/default.asp

Frankford Elem entary
Hig her Prof iciency Rates than the

State,
2 0 0 5  Grade 3  Math
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Lapwai Elementary School
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Lapwai Elementary School
Lapwai,  Idaho

• 8 2 .3 %  Native American

• 1 7 .7 %  W hite

• 6 1 %  Low-Income

Lapwai Students Exceed State
4 th Grade Math
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Elmont Memorial Junior-Senior
High School

Elm ont Memorial Junior-Senior Hig h
School

Elm ont,  New  York

• 1 ,9 6 6  Students in Grades 7 -1 2

• 7 5 %  African American

• 1 2 %  Latino

Source:  New York State School Report Card, http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/irts/reportcard/

Elm ont Memorial
Hig her Percentag e of Students Meeting  Graduat ion

Requirem ents than the State,
Class of 2 0 0 4  Reg ents Eng lish
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Elm ont Memorial
Hig her Percentag e of Students Meeting  Graduat ion

Requirem ents than the State,
Class of 2 0 0 4  Reg ents Math

96 95 94 94 96

83

68 68
72

86

0

20

40

60

80

100

All African

American

Latino Poor Non-Poor

P
e
rc

e
n

t 
M

e
e
ti

n
g

 G
ra

d
u

a
ti

o
n

 R
e
q

u
ir

e
m

e
n

ts

Elmont

New York

Source:  New York State School Report Card, http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/irts/reportcard/

University Park Campus School

University Park Campus School
W orcester,  Massachusetts

• 2 2 0  Students in Grades 7 -1 2

• 9 %  African American

• 1 8 %  Asian

• 3 5 %  Latino

• 3 9 %  W hite

• 7 3 %  Low-Income

Source:  Massachusetts Department of Education School Profile, http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/
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University Park Results:
2 0 0 4

• 1 0 0 %  of 1 0 th g raders passed MA
hig h school exit exam  on f irst
attem pt.

• 8 7 %  passed at advanced or
prof icient level.

• Fifth m ost successful school in the
state,  surpassing  m any schools
serving  wealthy students.

Very b ig  d ifferences at
state levels,  too.

MT CRT
 4 th Grade Reading  2 0 0 5
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NAEP 4 th Grade Reading :
Montana,  2 0 0 5
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NAEP 8 th Grade Math:
Montana,  2 0 0 5
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NAEP 2 0 0 5  Grade 4  Reading ,
Overall Scale Scores
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Source:  National Center for Education Statistics, NAEP Data Explorer, http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/nde

Montana

NAEP 2 0 0 5  Grade 4  Reading ,
Low-Income Scale Scores
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Source:  National Center for Education Statistics, NAEP Data Explorer, http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/nde

NAEP 2 0 0 5  Grade 8  Math,
Overall Scale Scores

235

245

255

265

275

285

295

M
as

sa
ch

us
et

ts
N

or
th

 D
ak

ot
a

V
er

m
on

t

N
ew

 H
am

ps
hi

re
W

is
co

n
si

n
K
an

sa
s

N
ew

 J
er

se
y

O
hi

o
N

or
th

 C
ar

ol
in

a
W

yo
m

in
g

C
on

ne
ct

ic
ut

Id
ah

o
P
en

ns
yl

va
ni

a
T
ex

as
A
la

sk
a

N
at

io
na

l P
ub

lic
M

ar
yl

an
d

M
is

so
u
ri

F
lo

rid
a

A
rk

an
sa

s
R

ho
de

 Is
la

nd
T
en

ne
ss

ee
C

al
ifo

rn
ia

Lo
ui

si
an

a
N

ew
 M

ex
ic

o
M

is
si

ss
ip

p
i

A
v
e

ra
g

e
 S

c
a

le
 S

c
o

re

Source:  National Center for Education Statistics, NAEP Data Explorer, http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/nde



3 7

NAEP 2 0 0 5  Grade 8  Math,
Low-Income Scale Scores
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Source:  National Center for Education Statistics, NAEP Data Explorer, http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/nde

Bottom  Line:
At Every Level of Education,
W hat W e Do Matters A Lot!

W hat do we know about
the anatomy of their

success?
Eleven powerful lessons
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# 1 .   They focus on what they
can do,  rather than what they

can’t.

Some schools and d istricts
g et all caug ht up in

“correlat ions”.

Spend endless t im e
tracking :

• Percent of bab ies born at low-
b irthweig ht ;

• Percent of children born to sing le
m oms;

• Percent of children in fam ilies
receiving  g overnment assistance;

• Education levels of m others;  and…
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The leaders in hig h-perform ing
hig h poverty schools and
d istricts don’t do that.

They focus on what they can
do,  not on what they can’t .

It’s not that they don’t
understand the effects of

poverty,  and m any work hard
on pub lic policies that w ill

help .   But…

“ Some of our children live in
pretty d ire circumstances.
But we can’t dwell on that,
because we can’t chang e it .
So when we come here,  we

have to dwell on that which is
g oing  to move our kids.”

Barbara Adderly,  Principal,

M.  Hall Stanton Elem entary ,  Philadelphia
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# 2 .   They don’t leave anything
about teaching  and learning  to

chance.

An aw ful lot of our
teachers̶ even brand new

ones̶ are left to f ig ure out on
their own what to teach and

what constitutes “g ood
enoug h” work.

Result?   A System  That:

• Doesn’t expect very m uch from
MOST students;  and ,

• Expects m uch less from  some types
of students than others.



4 1

Source:   Prospects (ABT Associates, 1 9 9 3 ) ,  in “Prospects:  Final Report on Student Outcomes”,  PES,
DOE, 1 9 9 7 .

‘A’ W ork in Poor Schools W ould
Earn ‘Cs’ in Aff luent Schools
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Seventh Grade Math

Low-poverty schools High-poverty schools

Students can do
no better than

the assignments
they are given...

Grade 1 0  W rit ing  Assig nment

A frequent theme in literature is the
conflict between the individual and
society.  From literature you have read,
select a character who struggled with
society.  In a well-developed essay,
identify the character and explain why
this character’s conflict with society is
important.



4 2

Grade 1 0  W rit ing  Assig nment

Write a composition of at least 4
paragraphs on Martin Luther
King’s most important
contribution to this society.
Illustrate your work with a neat
cover page.  Neatness counts.

The Odyssey Ninth Grade
High-level Assignment

Com parison/Contrast Paper Between Hom er's Ep ic Poem , The
Odyssey  and  the Movie "0  Brother W here Art Thou"

By nature,  hum ans com pare and contrast all elem ents of
their world .  W hy?  Because in the juxtaposit ion of two
d ifferent thing s,  one can learn m ore about each
ind iv idual thing  as well as som ething  about the universal
nature of the thing s being  com pared .

For this 2 -3  pag e paper you w ill w ant to ask yourself the
fo llow ing  quest ions:  what larg er ideas do you see
working  in The Odyssey and "0  Brother W here Art
Thou"?  Do both works treat these issues in the sam e
way?  W hat do the sim ilarit ies and d ifferences between
the works reveal about the underly ing  nature of the
larg er idea?

The Odyssey Ninth Grade
Low-level Assig nm ent

Divide class into 3  g roups:

Group 1  desig ns a b rochure t it led "Odyssey
Cruises".  The students listen to the story
and w rite down all the p laces Odysseus
visited in his adventures,  and list the cost
to travel from  p lace to p lace.

Group 2  draws p ictures of each adventure.

Group 3  takes the nam es of the characters in
the story and g ods and g oddesses in the
story and desig ns a crossword puzzle.
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Hig h Perform ing  Schools and
Districts

• Have clear and specif ic g oals for what students
should  learn in every g rade,  includ ing  the order
in which they should  learn it ;

• Provide teachers w ith common curriculum ,
assig nm ents;

• Have reg ular vehicle to assure common m arking
standards;

• Assess students every 4 -8  weeks to m easure
prog ress;

• ACT imm ed iately on the results of those
assessm ents.

They’re methodical,  in
other words,  but also

responsib le.
W hen teachers in these schools

say they “taug ht” it ,  that
m eans their students learned

it .

# 3 .   They set their g oals hig h.
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Elementary Version…

M. Hall Stanton Elementary:
Percent of 5 th Graders
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Even when they start w ith
hig h drop out rates,  hig h

im pact hig h schools focus on
preparing  all kids for colleg e

and careers

Education Trust 2 0 0 5  study,  “Gaining  Traction,  Gaining
Ground .”

Source: US bureau of Labor Statistics and Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey, March 2002

That’s Good,  Because Education
Pays:

Annual Earning s of 2 5 -3 4
yr-olds by Attainment,  2 0 0 1

27831 29663
34259

36135

49011
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Assoc deg BA/BA

 Grow ing  Need for Hig her Levels of
Education:

 Pro ject ions of Educat ion Shortag es and Surp luses in 2 0 1 2

-4,000,000 -3,000,000 -2,000,000 -1,000,000 0 1,000,000 2,000,000 3,000,000 4,000,000

Less Than High

School

High School

Associates Degree

Some College

Shortage           Surplus

Source: Analysis by Anthony Carnevale, 2006  of Current Population Survey (1992-2004) and Census Population 
Projection Estimates 

Bachelor’s Degree
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Even if you have your doubts,
NEW  STUDY FROM ACT:
Colleg e ready,  workforce
training  ready= same thing

# 4 .   Hig her perform ing
secondary schools put all
kids̶ not just some̶ in a

demanding  hig h school core
curriculum .

Sing le b ig g est pred ictor post-

hig h school success is QUALITY

AND INTENSITY OF HIGH

SCHOOL CURRICULUM

Cliff Adelman, Answers in the Tool Box,  U.S.  Department of
Education.
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But colleg e prep curriculum
has benef its far beyond

colleg e.

Students of all sorts w ill
learn more. . .

Source: USDOE, NCES, Vocational Education in the United States: Toward the Year 2000, in Issue Brief:
Students Who Prepare for College and Vocation

*Grade 8-grade 12 test score gains based on 8th grade achievement.

Low Quartile Students Gain
More From  Colleg e Prep

Courses*

19

16

28

20

0

30

Math Reading

N
E

L
S

 S
c
o

re
 G

a
in

Vocational College Prep



4 8

They w ill also fail less
often. . .

Challeng ing  Curriculum  Results in Lower Failure
Rates,  Even for Lowest Achievers
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College Prep Low Level

Source:  SREB, “Middle Grades to High School: Mending a Weak Link”.  Unpublished Draft, 2002.

Ninth-grade English performance, by high/low level
course, and eighth-grade reading achievement quartiles

And they’ll be better
prepared for the workp lace.
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Leading  d istricts,  states
making  colleg e prep the

default curriculum .

Texas,  Ind iana,  Arkansas,
Michig an,  Oklahoma, Kentucky,

Kansas.

# 5 .   Hig h perform ing  schools
are obsessive about t im e,

especially instructional t im e.

Scouring  the schedule for
m inutes:

The case of the “pencil
sharpener lady”.
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Hig h School?
Take,  for example,  the m atter

of read ing .
Kids who arrive behind in

read ing…often sim p ly assig ned to
courses that don’t  dem and m uch

read ing .

Averag e Hig h School:   Percent
of Instructional Tim e in

Reading  Intensive Courses

3 5 %2 9 %2 4 %

Advanced
Students

On Grade
Level
Students

Below  Grade
Level
Students

Surprise:   Gaps Grow .
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‒ “Behind” students  spend 6 0
add it ional hours ( 2 5 %   m ore t im e)
over 1  year  in read ing  related
courses)

‒ “Behind” students g et  2 4 0
add it ional hours over 4  years!

Hig her Perform ing  Hig h
Schools:

In other words,  hig h
perform ing  schools both

maxim ize t im e and don’t leave
its use to chance.

There is also the m atter of
how we deploy our people.

9 th Grade Bulg e:

Larg ely about “poor
preparat ion” and “d iff icult

transit ions?”
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One Colorado Hig h School:
Student/Teacher Ratio by

Grade

1 2 .11 1 .61 6 .73 0 .3Averag e num ber of
students per

teacher

1 2 th1 1 th1 0 th9 thGrade

Source:  Jovenes Unidos & Padres Unidos; March, 2004.

Same Colorado Hig h School:
Counselor Deployment by

Grade

2 1 33 0 93 6 65 7 2Number of
Students

1111Number of
Counselors

1 2 th1 1 th1 0 th9 thGrade

Source:  Jovenes Unidos and Padres Unidos; March, 2004

Is this school structured
around student,  or adult

needs?

Hig h perform ing  schools are
driven by student needs.
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# 6 .   Principals are hug ely
im portant,  ever present,  but

NOT
the only leaders in the school

Elmont Memorial Junior-Senior
High School

Hig h perform ing  schools…

• Teachers reg ularly observe other
teachers;

• Teachers have t im e to p lan and
work collaborat ively ;

• New  teachers g et g enerous and
careful support and acculturat ion;

• Teachers take on m any other
leadership tasks at the school
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# 7 .   Good schools know  how
much teachers m atter,  and
they act on that know ledg e.

199 8  by The Educat ion Trust ,  Inc.

Students in Dallas Gain More in
Math w ith Effective Teachers:
One Year Growth From  3 rd-4 th

Grade
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Source:  Heather Jordan, Robert Mendro, and Dash Weerasinghe, The Effects of Teachers on Longitudinal Student
Achievement, 1997.
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LOW  ACHIEVING STUDENTS IN TN
GAIN MORE W ITH EFFECTIVE
TEACHERS:  One Year Growth
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Cumulative Teacher Effects On
Students’ Math Scores in

Dallas (Grades 3 -5 )
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Source:  Heather Jordan, Robert Mendro, and Dash Weerasinghe, The Effects of Teachers on Longitudinal Student
Achievement, 1997.

Beg inning  Grade 3
Percentile Rank=  5 5

Beg inning  Grade 3
Percentile Rank=  5 7

1 9 9 8  by The Educat ion Trust ,  Inc.
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Good teachers m atter a lot .

But some g roups of kids don’t
g et their fair share of quality

teachers.

Classes in Hig h Poverty Hig h
Schools More Often Taug ht by

Misassig ned* Teachers

28%

14%
19%

16%

40%

20%

31%

18%

0%

50%

Math Science English Social Studies

less  than 20% Free Lunchgreater than 49% Free Lunch

*Teachers who lack a m ajor or m inor in the f ield
Source: National Comm ission on Teaching  and America’s Future, W hat Matters Most:  Teaching  for America’s Future
( p .1 6 )  1 9 9 6 .

More Classes in Hig h-Poverty,  Hig h-
Minority Schools Taug ht By Out-of-Field
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*Teachers lacking a college major or minor in the field.  Data for secondary-level core academic classes.
Source: Richard M. Ingersoll, University of Pennsylvania.  Original analysis for the Ed Trust of 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey.

High poverty   Low poverty High minority  Low minority
Note: High Poverty school-50% or more of the students are eligible for free/reduced price lunch.  Low-poverty school -15% or
fewer of the students are eligible for free/reduced price lunch.

High-minority school - 50% or more of the students are nonwhite. Low-minority school- 15% or fewer of the students are
nonwhite.
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Poor and Minority Students
Get More Inexperienced*
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Source: National Center for Education Statistics,  “Monitoring  Quality:  An Indicators Report,”
December 2 0 0 0 .

*Teachers with 3 or fewer years of experience.

High poverty   Low poverty High minority  Low minority

Note: High poverty refers to the top quartile of schools with students eligible for free/reduced price lunch. Low poverty-
bottom quartile of schools with students eligible for free/reduced price lunch. High minority-top quartile; those schools with
the highest concentrations of minority students.  Low minority-bottom quartile of schools with the lowest concentrations of
minority students

1998 by The Education Trust, Inc.

Hig h perform ing  schools and
d istricts don’t let this happen.

They:

• work hard to attract and hold g ood
teachers;

• m ake sure that their best are
assig ned to the students who m ost
need them ; and ,

• they chase out teachers who are
not “g ood enoug h” for their kids.
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W hy is this so im portant?

“By our estim ates from  Texas
schools,  having  an above

averag e teacher for f ive years
running  can completely close
the averag e g ap between low-
income students and others.”

 John Kain and Eric Hanushek

# 8 .   They are obsessive
about data.
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Charts and g raphs decorate
the school walls.

And every scrap of evidence is
carefully scrut inized .

W hat does that m ean?  At
every moment,  they know

which students are behind and
are intensely focused on

bring ing  them  up .

# 9 .   They are nice p laces to
work.
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Not EASY p laces.
And folks work really hard .

But there is lots of
cam araderie,  lots of stab ility ,

and lots of support .

And when they have
vacancies,  g et out of the

way.
Elm ont Memorial:

3 5 0  app licat ions for every
opening .

# 1 0 .   They are very
d ifferent p laces for

students,  too.
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Today,  we adults m ake lots of
assumptions about the youth

culture.   And a lot of
educators think that low-

income and m inority youth are
somehow inherently anti-

intellectual and anti-authority .

“At m y old school,  it was
functional to act stup id .   At
this school,  nobody lets m e
get away w ith that.   Not m y
teachers.   Not the students.”

---Elmont Student,  2 0 0 5

# 1 1 .   They never back
down.
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